.
In a similar way, institutions of higher education need to recognize the possibility that some members of the academic community engage in behaviors that are perceived by recipients to be abusive. Admitting that mistreatment occurs in higher education goes against the ideal image of the university as the seat of learning, at which collegiality and civility are considered the norm. Yet, colleges and universities need to recognize the possibility that some members of the academic community engage in behaviors that are perceived by recipients to be abusive.
In the sample of university employees selected for this study, more than one quarter of the cases met the criteria established to define mistreatment. The incidence of such mistreatment, along with its harmful consequences, need to be documented and described. In this way, the phenomenon can be recognized as a significant institutional problem, as opposed to an interpersonal problem within the university workplace. Naming this problem is the first step toward an awareness of its existence and the development of effective policies and programs to minimize its occurrence.
BACKGROUND
Initial awareness of the incidence of workplace mistreatment at the university grew out of informal conversations the author held in 1987 with the assistant provost from the Equal Opportunity Office and a former university ombudsman. These administrators observed behavior that they referred to respectively as "general harassment" and "unenlightened management."
In addition, during the first year that the author served as ombudsman, more than 40 faculty and staff members reported incidents that they perceived to be forms of workplace abuse or harassment. While cases varied, each person felt that the perpetrator had crossed a line of acceptable behavior and should be punished.
Based on this information, the author initiated a review of all case records in the office of the ombudsman to better understand the nature and scope of workplace mistreatment. Using 1,003 client records from September I, 1988 to June 30, 1991, a 40% random sample of 406 individuals was selected for review. Client records provide a rich data source for analyzing workplace experiences because of the documentation that is requested. All clients who seek help in the ombudsman's office are asked to develop a written description of the complaint and a chronology of events leading up to the particular conflict. Even though client records represent only those who self select to report their experiences, the records review provides important information about behavior and interpersonal relations at the university.
Using 1,003 client records from September I, 1988, to June 30, 1991, a 40% random sample of 406 individual cases was selected for review. To ensure accuracy and reliability, stringent criteria were established to determine whether or not a case represented an instance of workplace mistreatment.
FINDINGS FROM OTHER STUDIES
Findings from six studies focusing on perceived mistreatment in the university setting or including content on this subject are summarized in Table 1 . The college and professional students surveyed in these studies all reported widespread occurrences of perceived mistreatment.
Perpetrators included faculty, medical residents, coaches, classmates, coworkers, and patients. The form of mistreatment most reported was psychological and verbal; physical mistreatment was least reported. In every situation, mistreatment compromised or adversely affected work performance in some way. These studies provide convincing evidence that perceived mistreatment occurs within academic settings and that such incidents negatively affect individual performance.
DEFINING WORKPLACE MISTREATMENT IN HIGHER EDUCATION
Drawing on the six studies presented in Table 1 and the records review in the ombudsman's office, the author prepared a list of the terms most often used by clients to describe incidents of mistreatment. To appear in the list, a term had to appear in at least two different research studies. Terms most alike in meaning were combined to make the list in Table 2 .
Of note, while racial and sexual harassment are addressed by an array of specific laws and policies, the other types of incidents, outside of physical assault, generally lack clear legal prohibition and are perhaps less likely to be reported.
The terms in Table 2 can be used as a checklist for assessing the type(s) of perceived mistreatment. By using such a list, the experiences of each respondent, along NOVEMBER 1994, VOL. 42, NO. 11 with others in similar situations, can be accumulated. A list of shared characteristics serves as an efficient tool not only for collecting information, but also for comparing their occurrence across institutions.
CHARACTERIZATIONS OF UNIVERSITY WORKPLACE MISTREATMENT
Because incidents of workplace mistreatment take various forms, the author used five criteria to classify client cases as workplace mistreatment (See Table 3 ). To be classified as workplace mistreatment, a case had to meet all five criteria.
Of 406 randomly selected cases, 110 (27.3%) met all five criteria. To assess the extent to which gender and job status influenced workplace mistreatment, cases were classified according to those factors. Using a chi square test, no statistical difference was found between males and females (P = .3) or between job categories (P = .16) in terms of how cases were classified. These findings suggest that neither gender nor job status are accurate predictors of who will suffer workplace mistreatment and that the problem occurs throughout the university work force. Table 4 presents the different types of mistreatment experienced according to employment category of the client. Some civil service protections are afforded to classified staff, which distinguishes them from professional staff who lack such protections. Because clients often reported multiple types of mistreatment, the total number of cases of mistreatment depicted in Table 4 is greater than the number of cases meeting all five criteria. Across all job categories, environmental workplace mistreatment was documented most often, followed by verbal, "other," and physical mistreatment.
The following vignettes are examples of the different kinds of mistreatment documented in clients' files. While certain details of the cases have been omitted or altered to preserve confidentiality, the essence of the original grievance has been retained.
Environmental Mistreatment
K filed an informal grievance against the chair of his department stating that he is subjected to a hostile, intimidating, and offensive work environment. His perception is based on the following. K has been a faculty member in his department for 20 years. During this period he has received total salary support for his position from state funds. The new department chair is interested in having all faculty contribute funds for a portion of their salary, either through clinical practice or outside grants. Over the span of a week, K has been yelled at by his department chair and told to do 20 hours of methodological consultation with other faculty members within his department. The chair has also instructed K to write himself into other faculty members' grants for a percentage of time. These activities are expected to generate funds that can be contributed to the department. 
Selected Studies of Perceived Mistreatment in Higher Education
Author and Mis treaters:
Unique
Year of frequently reported and to this problem is physical mistreatment proposed. the least frequently experienced.
When K attempted to respond to the directives, the chair stated directly to K, "I don't want to hear anything you have to say." This occurred in the presence of other staff in the department. After this, K attempted, without success, to schedule an appointment with the Chair to discuss the matter.
Since this incident occurred, K has received an e-mail from the chair informing him that a committee has been appointed to determine whether he will continue to have the total amount of research space he currently occupies. In addition, the chair has threatened to reassign several of K's teaching assistants to other offices.
The cumulative behaviors of the chair towards Kverbal insults, threats, and refusal to meet or listen to K's responses-contributed to a work environment that K perceived to be hostile, intimidating, and offensive. Two other faculty members have filed similar complaints against this department chair.
Typical of such reactions, K reports headaches and problems with sleeping. His distress has led to compromised productivity.
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Verbal Mistreatment
For the past 6 months J has been subjected to verbal harassment by her immediate supervisor. Three of the most severe incidents occurred during a 2 week period when J attempted to gain clarification about organizational policies and payroll information, which she was responsible for implementing. Verbal harassment is perceived to have occurred three times.
The first two incidents occurred behind closed doors in the supervisor's office. During these interactions, the supervisor began shouting and verbally berating J about her concerns and bringing up issues outside of the clarifications J was requesting. In the third incident, which occurred at J's desk, other employees overheard the supervisor shouting at J and challenging her facts. According to J, the supervisor twisted the facts, denied that there was any need for policy clarification, and refuted knowledge of a previous case that had required such clarification. Through the intervention of a third party within the unit, this particular conflict was resolved and the supervisor agreed to draft the policy statement that J had originally requested. J reported these incidents to the university ombudsman because she desired to have her experiences recorded in a location outside of her unit. In her discussions with the ombudsman, J stated that she was not certain why these incidents happened, but explained that her supervisor was in the midst of personal problems. It was also known that the executive director of the unit had a temper and regularly yelled at staff members, including J's supervisor. As a result of her interactions with her supervisor, J reports constant headaches, which are new for her. She recounts negative feelings about coming to work and extreme anxiety in the presence of her supervisor.~h er~isueatment M has been a university employee for 4 years. She is a staff person whose job responsibilities include answering phones, opening the department chair's mail , and distributing mail to all members of the department. In addition, M answers phones in other departments in the building when staff go to lunch.
In and several letters fell off to the floor. The supervi sor always communicated with M through memoranda. No other employee in the unit was treated this way. The supervisor has also asked other employees to report to her any time that they observe M returning late from lunch or breaks. On the day M filed a complaint of harassment again st her supervisor, she had received five memoranda from her supervisor within 4 hours .
Two other employees in the unit came to the ombudsman 's office together to report that their supervisor was inordinately harsh in her treatment of M. When these employees engaged in similar actions neither had received memoranda for tardiness from the supervisor. Fearful that she could never do anything right , M sometimes experienced severe panic attacks before, during, or following the work day, causing her to exhaust all her sick leave. M's work was inefficient because she spent time double checking on minor tasks and details in an effort to prevent criticism from her supervisor. After some months, it was possible to assist M to transfer to a different unit in the university.
Physical~istreatment
A supervisor within F's unit was promoted to director a year and a half earlier. Before his promotion, other employees in the unit perceived him to be knowledgeable and hardworking, but observed that he used "bullying behaviors" with fellow employees. He would swear at coworkers , call them names , and use his size to intimidate other employees in the unit , especially women.
When F, a manager within the unit , failed to complete a task in a timely fashion, the director lost his composure and grabbed F by the neck with both hands and shook him . The director then returned to his office and closed the door and F returned to his desk and began working as if nothing had happened. F was so shocked by the incident that he was not able to make any complaint for several days.
This incident was observed by three other employees in the unit, each of whom approached F at different times throughout the day and encouraged him to report what had happened to campus police. F declined to follow their suggestions, but came to the ombudsman's office 3 days later to file an informal grievance against the director.
In the week following the incident, sick leave time within the unit increased substantially. Those who came to work spent considerable time reacting to and complaining about the attack on F. One of the employees who had observed the physical assault called the campus newspaper to report the incident. After an investigation was completed by the University Office for Human Rights, the situation was reported in considerable detail in both the campus newspaper and in one of the local papers. The level of anxiety and fear in the unit that developed as a result of the director's behavior prompted several employees to organize and insist that he not be returned to his supervisory position.
DISCUSSION
Of the 406 randomly selected cases, 110 met the five criteria used to identify members of the university community who experienced this problem. The specific behaviors and situations described by clients are similar to those reported in the literature by other researchers studying perceived mistreatment. In all instances, clients who filed informal grievances in this office believed that the incident crossed a line of acceptability or was inappropriate, unreasonable, or a violation of human rights and wanted the perpetrator punished.
Two of the major findings from this review are related to gender and job status. In terms of gender, men were as likely as women to report experiencing workplace mistreatment. This is significantly different from sexual harassment, which is experienced more often by women than men (Eskenazi, 1992; Price Spratlen, 1992; Wagner, 1992) . Because race or ethnicity could not be determined through client files, the relationship between racial harassment and workplace mistreatment is unclear. Further research is necessary to explore this dimension of workplace mistreatment.
In terms of job status, there was no statistically significant difference between workplace mistreatment experienced by faculty, professional, or classified staff While workplace mistreatment occurs about equally among all job categories within the university, professional staff were generally more reluctant than faculty or classified staff to report grievances because of the lack of civil service protection.
It is important to state that findings from this records review apply only to individuals who reported experiencing mistreatment and filed grievances in the ombudsman's office. To gain a representative understanding of workplace mistreatment in this setting, a random sample of members of the general university work force needs to be studied. Based on 12 years' experience as ombudsman, the author believes the major points made here would be supported by such a study.
This study, congruent with others, shows environmental or verbal mistreatment to be reported most often and physical mistreatment least often. However, no NOVEMBER 1994, VOL. 42, NO. 11 matter which form of mistreatment is experienced, each client feels injured. Based on the findings, it is clear that further research is needed to understand more about the nature of this social problem.
INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE
Because the university work force is primarily responsible for carrying out the functions of the university, optimizing their work conditions contributes to the overall health and well being of the university community and the institution as a whole. After findings from this study were reported to members of the university administration, several changes were implemented. The provost's office now organizes seminars on workplace civility for all deans, directors, chairs, and supervisors. The ombudsman's office includes content on workplace mistreatment as part of its regular seminars on sexual harassment. In addition, the Graduate and Professional Student Senate sponsors quarterly seminars on the prevention of workplace mistreatment.
These developments indicate the administration's recognition that workplace mistreatment undermines the mission, goals, and values of the university and that its occurrence must be prevented. Education on workplace mistreatment will have the greatest preventive impact if it is disseminated to all segments of the university community. All university employees must be made aware of workplace mistreatment, because this phenomenon is not restricted to any employment category.
Educating students on workplace mistreatment helps prevent its occurrence outside the university setting, as students either now or will later participate in the general work force. While education represents an important mechanism to prevent workplace mistreatment, clear policy statements and procedures are also required to ensure that this behavior will no longer be tolerated in the workplace of higher learning.
The author acknowledges the contributions made to the development of this article by research assistants Gil Scott, Nian She, and Marni Aaron.
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Perceived workplace mistreatment has been defined and documented using a grievance records review at a major university. Criteria and a framework are presented for reporting perceived workplace mistreatment and analyzing its characteristics and consequences.
Perceived workplace mistreatment has negative consequences for the perpetrators and recipients of mistreatment as well as for the institutions where it occurs. These include anxiety reactions, physical illnesses, lost time from work, lower morale, and reduced productivity.
Perceived workplace mistreatment should be acknowledged in university policies as part of efforts to prevent its occurrence. Addressing this phenomenon directly will improve work experiences and better promote the university's norms of collegiality and civilty.
